Introduction
A complex interplay of welfare support and coercive sanctions now dominates much of contemporary social welfare (Dwyer, 2004; Flint, 2006; Harrison and Sanders, 2006; Phoenix, 2008) . With a delivered and received, this article explores configurations of vulnerability against a groups. In the UK, the concept of vulnerability is increasingly deployed in the management and classification of individuals and groups, from benefits claims to criminal prosecutions and child protection. Special moral and legal obligations are applied to people, and d (cf Goodin, 1985; Turner, 2006) , how vulnerability is imagined has significant effects on those who
group . Yet despite the powerful ethical and practical connotations attached to vulnerability, the concept has received relatively little attention from social policy commentators, especially in comparison with other similar notions .
This article reports from qualitative research which investigated how the concept of vulnerability was operationalised young people. It provides an overview of key constructions of vulnerability as they appear in the social sciences literature, before briefly explaining the methods of the study and then discussing insights from the empirical research. Findings indicate a vulnerability zeitgeist spirit of the time in care and control processes for certain young people; the concept of vulnerability appears as an intellectual fashion which reflects and influences certain areas of policy and practice. A close relationship between vulnerability and transgression emerges, and some of the complexities of this inter-relationship are explored. It is also evident that understandings of vulnerability differ, posing challenges in the governance of vulnerable . Conclusions highlight that as well as helping to implement caring in policy and practice also serve more controlling mechanisms, perhaps more than may at first be apparent.
Configurations of vulnerability
Vulnerability appears as a significant concept in a diverse range of disciplines and has appeared in social sciences literature for several decades. In the human sciences, the notion is frequently discussed in relation to hazards or environmental concerns (Alwang et al, 2001; Bankoff et al, 2004; Adger, 2006) and in (see Peterson and Wilkinson, 2008) . Another body of literature relates vulnerability to C W B 993; Lindley et al, 2011) . Within the fields of philosophy and ethics, a number of writers are passionate about the potential for the notion to be utilised as a vehicle for the attainment of social justice (see Goodin, 1985; Kittay, 1999; Turner, 2006; Fineman, 2008) . The concept has also been used in social research (see Beckett, 2006; Warner, 2008; Emmel and Hughes, 2010; Hollomotz, 2011) and in more policy-based commentaries (Waiton, 2008; Daniel, 2010; McLaughlin, 2012) . Across the literature, is characterised by plurality of meaning and it is constructed in relation to a wide range of factors (Fawcett, 2009) .
Two principal manifestations of the notion tend to appear in the literature (see Brown 2012). Vulnerability can be represented as during particular periods in the life course such as childhood, older age and pregnancy. It is also frequently used to highlight particular circumstances where people are at elevated ragility or risk The concept often appears in research as an explanatory tool for referring to situations or transgressions in a way that suggests that these of the individual or group concerned. Writers have noted strong moral connotations attached to the term and its potential to elicit sympathy (see Goodin, 1985; Turner, 2006; Mackenzie, 2009) , and particularly in the field of disability research, authors have argued that vulnerability has a strong paternalistic quality (see Wishart, 2003; Hasler, 2004) .
Research has highlighted that it can be an effective conceptual mechanism for the transference of power from the receivers of services to professionals who design and provide them (Lansdown, 1994; Dunn et al, 2008; Hollomotz, 2009 and 2011 ), with some Lupton, 1999 Culpitt, 1999; Taylor-Gooby, 2000; Sarewitz et al, 2003) .
Indeed, where attempts have been made to theorise the dimensions of the concept of vulnerability, the risk society thesis (Beck, 1992) is often drawn upon (see Mizstal, 2011 for B U ingly, writings have indicated that vulnerability discourses can be associated with ontological concerns about insecurity and powerlessness (Kemshall, 2002; Furedi, 2007 and 2008; Waiton, 2008) . As well as risk-related theorising, a small body of work has developed which advances the idea that vulnerability should be conceptualised Dodds, 2007; Fineman, 2008; Anderson and Honneth, 2008) , with some writers using the notion as a mechanism to emphasise the politically and economically constituted nature of human existence and disadvantage (Butler, 2004 and 2009; Beckett, 2006) . In their human sciences work, Watts and Bohle (1993) suggest causal structures of environmental disasters, which they call Deployed in social research, this is a powerful idea that has been used to develop understandings of the lived experiences of deprivation (Emmel and Hughes, 2010) .
T
Authors interested in social control have noted widening application of ideas of dependency and vulnerability (Furedi, 2003 and 2008; Waiton, 2008; Harrison, 2010; McLaughlin, 2012 
Research methods
The findings in this article are drawn from fieldwork undertaken during 2010-11 for doctoral research which investigated the concept of vulnerability and its use in the care and control of young people. The qualitative empirical element of the study explored how vulnerability was operationalised in services for supposedly vulnerable young people in a large case study city (population 750 000) in the UK. The city had a sizable local authority with a varied infrastructure aimed at supporting vulnerable children and young people. For example, at one point within the local authority there had been a partnership group dedicated to commissioning arrangements for vulnerable children and young people. Although the board was no longer active at the time of the study, core elements of frameworks generated by the group were still in place and certain services or interventions en and young people.
Twenty five young people were interviewed, with interviewees included on the basis that they were co that they had extended histories of receiving relatively intensive welfare and/or disciplinary interventions. Indicators for young vulnerable were likely to be imperfect given the complexity and subjectivity of the classification an issue under scrutiny itself but this process provided valuable insights about how professionals measured and classified vulnerability. Young people were accessed through six agencies: a service for young carers, a locality-A -Social Behaviou (ASB)
, a private education provider for young people having problems at school, (which supported homeless young people, and refugees/asylum-seekers). Interviewees were 12-18 years old, around half were male and half female, and a range of different ethnic groups were included in the sample, with seventeen participants being of White UK ethnic origin. Almost all of the young people lived in inner city social housing estates, with the exception of three young people who lived in private rented accommodation. T iv incorporated into the sample; just over half of the young people had offending histories, criminal behaviours, close association with ASB and/or had been excluded from school.
Ethical considerations were of paramount concern in the design and implementation of the research. Support workers were enlisted in the process of informed consent to ensure that every effort was made to fully explain the nature of the research and its potential uses to all interviewees. Obtaining verbal parental or guardian consent was explored as a matter of good practice, but the majority of young people were able to participate without parental/guardian consent due to Gillick Principles generally being applicable to those over the age of 13 i . In line with standard child protection practice, young people were offered confidentially except for in instances where risk of significant harm might be indicated; an eventuality that did not arise. In research findings discussion, names have been changed for confidentiality reasons, with pseudonyms chosen by young people. with and responded to notions of vulnerability, but in some instances the word R data were produced which is not included here for reasons of space, but which is summarised in Appendix 1.
Fifteen semi-structured interviews were also undertaken with professionals key who were involved in the delivery of services for vulnerable young people in the city. Informants were selected using the rationale that the sample needed to include roughly equal numbers of front-line workers, operational managers, commissioners and strategists, in order to give an adequate mix of positions of responsibility, and that reasonable coverage of agencies involved with vulnerable groups of young people was also required. The sample of key informants included five front-line workers, three commissioners and seven managers (whom also had commissioning and service user-facing duties ). Attention was given to over-arching themes alongside consideration of more detailed -the exposing commonalities and differences across the two sets of interviews.
Four main themes emerged in relation to the operationalisation of vulnerability: (i) the popularity and pervasiveness of the notion; (ii) a vulnerability-transgression nexus; (iii) vulnerability as a mechanism for care and control; and (iv) mismatched understandings.
Each is explored in more detail below, followed by some concluding comments.
The vulnerability zeitgeist
Vulnerability featured heavily in the language and practices of service interventions with groups of young people . There was almost uniform agreement amongst key informants about its popularity and pervasiveness.
Comments referre and professional practice. As well as the term, the idea of vulnerability also seemed significant, as one manager said:
Experienced professionals and earlier career practitioners alike commented that such a prevalent focus on vulnerability was a relatively new development in the provision of welfare and disciplinary services. However, discourses of vulnerability and related practices were not ubiquitous. Two informants avoided using the term in their work and a small minority disapproved of its increased use, indicating concerns about overuse and the .
A lack of clarity existed around understandings of how you ility was perceived and managed. One commissioner C C C U felt this reflected arrangements higher-up in the commissioning framework: The assessment of also seemed significant in disciplinary processes for young people. It was described by the Youth Offending S YO" senior manager as s national screening tool, Asset V one of three key areas on which YOS interventions were based (cf Youth Justice Board, 2006, Appendix 12: 7), the other two being risk to the public and likelihood of offending:
.
.. having a high vulnerability rating therefore triggers actions and the intervention plan and accountability from that, and the intensity of that intervention
Vulnerability was also drawn upon in aspects of the commissioning process and in the distribution of resources. Several commissioners had the term in their job title and five key informants had been involved in administering a Vulnerable Children Grant N Labour (see Kendall et al, 2004 and Brown, 2012 Despite a lack of clarity about what vulnerability meant, it seemed to be something of a conceptual zeitgeist in contemporary welfare and disciplinary processes for young people .
The vulnerability-transgression nexus
Data revealed a behaviours, which might usefully be described as a vulnerability-transgression nexus.
E seen (see Goldson, 2000 and 2002; Fionda, 2005) . For example, key informants often drew on the concept of vulnerability to describe and group together young people who had circumstances or problems in common, (see Table 1 ), with behavioural problems often referred to alongside other adversities. 
Care, control and the performance of vulnerability
At the same time as being associated with ulnerability was generally considered by professionals to be a notion which helped frame or behaviours in s. Comments referred to it being g non-judgementa A popular perception amongst informants was that vulnerability discourses could help to shape interventions positively , as the retired commissioner recounted:
, if vulnerable it s better than saying the child is stupid or is neglected or deviant.
Where they had direct experiences of vulnerability classifications echoed that this could engender approaches, as Keith described:
you did have that little bit more support than other people did have. But it wasn't as much, but that little bit more support were better than no support I thought
That vulnerability classifications could be experienced as beneficial in provoking differential treatment is consistent with other work highlighting the potentially positive effects of (see Gallagher, 1976; Quicke and Winter, 1994; Riddick, 2000 
Mismatched understandings of vulnerability
Interviews with both young people and key informants suggested that vulnerability might be a more popular notion in policy and practice than with the receivers of services themselves. However, interviewees were much more receptive to the idea that they had been vulnerable at certain times in the past or would be at points in the future than that they might be present: For young people, vulnerability classifications were bound up with particular relationships or contexts, so were received in ways that were dynamic rather than fixed, thus giving vulnerability a temporal dimension (see Emmel and Hughes, forthcoming 2014).
Informant interviews awareness of a potential disjuncture between understandings of vulnerability. Most interviewees commented that they tended to use the term in environments with other professionals rather than in face-to-face work with young people T she called young people vulnerable they may think you know, I can T young worker described a reluctance to use the term with her clients on the basis of a lack it can be perceived like it's a weakness i This raises bout their own identities shape and inform the systems and processes by which their lives are governed. Furthermore, it might be argued that young people resistant to the idea of themselves as vulnerable may be unlikel supportive interventions.
Conclusions
Vulnerability is a prominent term in social policy arenas, frequently applied during In a policy environment where a complex array of supportive and disciplinary mechanisms are in operation, vulnerability is a notion malleable enough to serve the increasingly blurred boundaries of care and control practices, which may in part explain its popularity. However, the implications of its pervasiveness should not go unnoticed. Given close links with notions of vulnerability in welfare services can serve a broader remoralisation agenda in contemporary social policy, whereby the behavioural regulation and discipline of certain groups is being intensified (see Brown and Patrick, 2012; Harrison and Sanders, forthcoming 2014) . Although often used with good intentions and sometimes valuable in leveraging additional support, the concept of vulnerability should also be seen as connected with conditional welfare arrangements. Unless it is used with care and defined as a state which we all share, vulnerability is a notion which can serve the exclusion of those who are seen as deviant , carrying the implication that it is only people with behaviours that deserve support and assistance. 
